Several recent reports suggest that the behavioral and cortical specificity of face processing may be influenced by experience. To test this hypothesis, behavioral and electrophysiological data were recorded from adults in response to human and monkey faces differing in familiarity and orientation. An analysis of event-related potential and behavioral data revealed differentiation across species, familiarity, and orientation. Behavioral measures were correlated with amplitude and latency measures for each factor of interest. These analyses revealed that accuracy was positively related to the amplitude of the vertex positive potential in the human face task but not in the monkey face task. These findings suggest that previous experience with different categories of faces modulates the link between behavioral and electrophysiological measures of face processing.
There is now considerable evidence to suggest that face processing is a unique perceptual ability that may be subserved by its own distinct neural circuitry, most likely located in regions that lie in the inferior temporal cortex (see, e.g., Kanwisher, McDermott, & Chun, 1997) . Support for this view can be found in behavioral, neuropsychological, and neuroimaging data from intact and patient populations (Damasio, Damasio, & Van Hoesen, 1982; De Renzi, 1986; Farah, 1996) and single-cell and single-unit work with nonhuman primates (Gross, Bender, & Rocha-Miranda, 1969; Gross, Rocha-Miranda, & Bender, 1972; Perrett, Mistlin, & Chitty, 1987; Perrett, Rolls, & Caan, 1982) . What remains unclear is how this circuitry comes to be specialized in the service of face processing.
Although there is broad agreement on the existence of an area in the brain that responds preferentially to faces, there is debate over the mechanism(s) responsible for this preferential activation. Kanwisher et al. (1997) suggested that the ventral temporal cortex contains a limited number of separable areas that are specialized for representing specific categories of stimuli, such as faces or objects, and that faces are represented in an area of the ventral temporal cortex called the fusiform face area. Others posit that the fusiform face area may be specific not to faces but rather to any category of stimuli in which expertise has been attained (Gauthier, Behrmann, & Tarr, 1999; Gauthier, Skudlarski, Gore, & Anderson, 2000; Gauthier, Tarr, Anderson, Skudlarski, & Gore, 1999) . These reports suggest that the fusiform area is specialized for expert visual recognition of individual exemplars from any object category. Thus, it is still unclear whether the neural and behavioral specificity of face processing represents a domain-specific or a domain-general perceptual ability. Furthermore, an important unresolved question is what role experience with different face categories (e.g., monkey vs. human faces) plays in shaping these face-specific abilities. If, for example, similar perceptual mechanisms are accessed when learning novel human and monkey faces, and if such learning is not dependent on previous experience within each face category, then we should see similar performance, similar generalization, and similar electrophysiological responses to learning both human and monkey faces. However, if experience with certain categories of faces makes it easier to learn subsequent faces within that category, then we would expect to see divergent behavioral and electrophysiological results for human and monkey faces. To examine points of overlap and departure in the various stages of stimulus processing, we recorded event-related potentials (ERPs) while participants viewed human and monkey faces in different orientations.
There are several components of the adult ERP that have been associated with face processing. Both the N170 (Bentin, Allison, Puce, Perez, & McCarthy, 1996; 405 Copyright 2005 Psychonomic Society, Inc.
Carmel & Bentin, 2002) and the vertex positive potential (VPP; Bötzel & Grüsser, 1989; Jeffreys, 1989 Jeffreys, , 1996 Jeffreys, Tukmachi, & Rockley, 1992) have been linked to the early detection and encoding of faces. The N170 is a negatively peaked component occurring 120-200 msec after stimulus onset and is prominent over posterior lateral leads. The response of the N170 is typically not different for familiar versus unfamiliar faces (Bentin & Deouell, 2000; Eimer, 2000) , is enhanced and delayed by stimulus inversion (Rossion et al., 1999; Rossion et al., 2000; Sagiv & Bentin, 2001) , and can be elicited by schematic drawings (Carmel & Bentin, 2002; Sagiv & Bentin, 2001 ) and isolated facial features, such as the eyes (Bentin et al., 1996) . The VPP occurs at approximately the same latency as the N170 (150-200 msec after stimulus onset) and is maximal at midline central and parietal (Jeffreys, 1989) as well as frontocentral (Bötzel & Grüsser, 1989; Rossion, Joyce, Cottrell, & Tarr, 2003) sites. Like the N170, the VPP tends to be larger and respond earlier to faces and face-like stimuli in comparison with objects (Jeffreys, 1996; and is not affected by changes in the size of the stimulus (Jeffreys, 1989) . However, inverting the face, using a contrast-polarity reversed image, or removing features tends to increase the latency response (Jeffreys, 1989) . Recent research into these two components in relation to each other suggests that they represent opposite ends of a dipole 1 arising from the same neural source(s) (Joyce & Rossion, 2005; Rossion et al., 2003) . Furthermore, depending on the type of reference used (e.g., mastoid vs. average), the N170 tends to be attenuated and sometimes nonexistent. Thus, when using a mastoid reference, it is recommended that one examine the VPP as opposed to the N170 (Joyce & Rossion, 2005) .
Differences in processing human versus nonhuman primate faces have previously been investigated using ERPs. Carmel and Bentin (2002) found a longer N170 latency in response to ape in comparison with human faces. Similarly, de Haan, Pascalis, and Johnson (2002) also looked at the effects of viewing monkey versus human upright and inverted faces on the adult N170 and found that inversion increased the amplitude and latency of the N170 for human but not for monkey faces. These results suggest experience-based differences in the processing of stimuli, supporting the notion that cortical specificity in face processing may indeed be due to the extensive experience humans have in processing human faces. However, in these experiments the differences between learning novel human faces and learning novel monkey faces were not examined, and no attempt was made to link behavioral and electrophysiological indices of processing these different types of stimuli.
A third ERP component of interest in face processing is what some have called the N300 (Barrett, Rugg, & Perrett, 1988; Bentin & Deouell, 2000; Eimer, 2000) . This component has been found to differentiate familiar and unfamiliar stimuli. More specifically, familiar faces (such as those of celebrities or politicians) typically elicit a greater response in comparison with unfamiliar faces. However, it is not clear how newly learned or familiar faces affect the specificity of this component.
Although several differences between human and monkey face processing have been identified in previous investigations using ERPs, some questions are still left unanswered. First, how does learning novel monkey faces differ from learning novel human faces? Second, how does learning a face in one orientation generalize to the same face when seen in a different orientation, and does this phenomenon differ across species? Finally, how do behavioral recognition abilities (indexed by measures of reaction time [RT] and accuracy) relate to ERP differences across species? To answer these questions, adult participants studied pictures of frontally oriented monkeys and humans and then viewed and responded to a series of faces, including (1) the frontally oriented familiar faces, (2) pictures of the familiar face in different orientations (e.g., turned to the side), (3) unfamiliar faces in the frontal orientation, and (4) the same unfamiliar faces in a different orientation (see Figure 1) . 
METHOD Participants
The participants were 14 healthy, right-handed adults recruited from an undergraduate population at the University of Minnesota. An additional 15 participants were excluded because of belowchance performance on the monkey face task (n ϭ 5) and excessive eye or movement artifacts on the monkey face task, the human face task, or both (n ϭ 10). The University of Minnesota Institutional Review Board approved all procedures used in this study. All participants gave informed consent to participate.
Stimuli
The stimuli included grayscale images of monkey and human faces (see Figure 1) . Each category of faces consisted of four individuals. Two images (frontal, profile) of each individual face were used. A separate pilot study (n ϭ 8) was conducted to test for discriminability differences between human and monkey faces using a side-by-side matching task. d ′ for human faces was 3.04 (SD ϭ 0.686; range, 1.55-3.62), and d′ for monkey faces was 2.71 (SD ϭ 1.23; range, 1.24-4.50). These means were not significantly different from each other [t(7) ϭ Ϫ0.964, p ϭ .367]. Measures of RT and accuracy were also not significantly different for human and monkey face stimuli.
Procedure
Each participant completed separate human and monkey face tasks while ERPs were recorded from the scalp. Each task consisted of a familiarization period and test trials. For each task, the participants were instructed to look at two pictures of frontally oriented monkeys for as long as it took to memorize these faces (which they indicated by buttonpress). They then viewed a series of faces, including (1) both of the frontally oriented familiar faces, (2) the familiar faces in different orientations (e.g., turned to the side), (3) two unfamiliar faces in the frontal orientation, and (4) the same two unfamiliar faces in a different orientation (see Figure 1 ). The participants were asked to press one button if the face they were currently looking at was the same as one of the familiar faces and another button if the face was different from the familiar faces (regardless of orientation). The participants completed this task for both monkey and human faces; the order of the tasks was counterbalanced across participants. Each task consisted of 160 trials, or 40 presentations of each of the four conditions presented at random.
ERPs were recorded from 29 tin scalp electrodes, which were sewn into a Lycra cap (Electro-Cap International, Eaton, OH). Two separate tin electrodes were placed on the mastoid bones behind the ears and held in place with sticky foam. The electrooculogram (EOG) was recorded from electrodes placed above and below the right eye. Impedances were accepted if they were less than 5 kΩ. On the basis of interelectrode distance, all electrodes were referenced to the scalp electrode Cz (located at the vertex) and then rereferenced offline to mathematically linked mastoids. EEG data were acquired with a Grass Neurodata Acquisition System with Model 12A5 amplifiers. The gain was set to 50,000 for all scalp leads. The gain for EOG was set at 5,000. A band-pass filter from 0.1 to 30 Hz and a 60-Hz notch filter were in place. EEG data were sampled at 200 Hz.
After the data were collected, they were edited, averaged, and analyzed using ERPW, an ERP editing and averaging program developed for use in our laboratory. The data were edited for artifacts using a regression algorithm in this program (Gratton, Coles, & Donchin, 1983) . Individual trials were excluded from the analysis if they included more than three channels with excessive artifacts arising from body or eye movements. Trials were rejected if EEG responses exceeded Ϯ100 μV, if the EOG showed changes of greater than 100 μV within a 50-msec window, or if artifacts were detected in any of the reference channels (A1, A2, or Cz).
Individual artifact-free trials were combined to form average waveforms for each participant and each condition. Only trials in which correct responses were made were included in the individual averages. Grand averages were computed for each condition as well as collapsing the data across conditions (i.e., all monkey trials and all human trials), to examine possible main effects.
RESULTS

Behavior
Measures of accuracy were submitted to a 2 (species: human vs. monkey) ϫ 2 (familiarity: familiar vs. unfamiliar) ϫ 2 (orientation: frontal vs. profile) MANOVA. Overall analyses of the results suggest that there was increased accuracy [F(1,13) ϭ 35.32, p Ͻ .001] for human versus monkey faces ( Figure 2 ). In addition, the participants exhibited improved accuracy to familiar faces in the frontal orientation [F(1,13) ϭ 18.23, p Ͻ .001]. This effect is apparent in both the monkey and the human face tasks, with marked differences in the monkey face task. In the human but not the monkey face task, these effects tend to generalize to the profile orientation [F(1,13) ϭ 7.45, p Ͻ .05]. RTs to human faces (M ϭ 726.2 msec, SD ϭ 162.3) were significantly shorter than RTs to monkey faces (M ϭ 943.3 msec, SD ϭ 170.2, all ps Ͻ .05).
Event-Related Potentials
The primary goal of the present study was to further elucidate the response patterns of the VPP and the N300 across human and monkey face processing. However, the N100 component was also identified as exhibiting condition differences, and thus analyses were conducted across all three components. For each component, the data were submitted to either a 2 ϫ 2 ϫ 2 ϫ 2 or a 2 ϫ 2 ϫ 2 ϫ 3 MANOVA to determine differences across conditions and regions of the scalp. The MANOVAs consisted of two levels of species (human and monkey), two levels of familiarity (familiar and unfamiliar), two levels of orientation (frontal and profile), and either two levels of hemisphere (left and right) or three levels of region (frontal, central, and parietal). Follow-up analyses of significant main effects and interactions were conducted using paired comparisons corrected for multiple comparisons (using the Bonferroni method). For clarity, only significant findings are reported. N100. For the N100 component, maximum negative amplitude and the corresponding latency were measured within a window that best captured this component (60-160 msec after stimulus onset). For the N100, the response to the monkey faces was greater in amplitude [F(1,13) ϭ 12.84, p Ͻ .01] and longer in latency [F(1,13) ϭ 6.72, p Ͻ .01] than the response to the human faces for both the regional comparisons (see Figure 3A ) and the hemispheric comparisons [amplitude, F(1,13) ϭ 13.67, p Ͻ .01; latency, F(1,13) ϭ 7.50, p Ͻ .05]. In addition, N100 latency in response to unfamiliar faces was significantly longer in comparison with that in response to familiar faces [F(1,13) ϭ 6.72, p Ͻ .05]. The response over the frontal region reflected a greater amplitude [F(2,12) ϭ 4.46, p Ͻ .05] and a longer latency N100 peak [F(2,12) ϭ 7.27, p Ͻ .01] in comparison with the responses over the central and parietal regions. Finally, the peak of the N100 in the right hemisphere was significantly later than the peak in the left hemisphere [F(1,13) ϭ 7.92, p Ͻ .05]. See Table 1 for means and standard errors of these effects. N100 and behavior. Behavioral measures of accuracy and RT across conditions did not predict the amplitude or latency of the N100 (all ps Ͼ .10). VPP. As was described earlier, a recent report suggests that the VPP, a positively peaked component, is the dipolar opposite of the N170 face component (Joyce & Rossion, 2005; Rossion et al., 2003) . This work implies that the N170 and the VPP stem from the same neural generator(s) and have the same sensitivity to changes across conditions. This component is typically temporally coincident with the N170 component and is thought to be one of the earliest ERP markers of face and object processing (Bentin et al., 1996; Jeffreys, 1989 Jeffreys, , 1996 Rossion et al., 2000) . On the basis of the number of electrodes used, the interelectrode distances, and the locations of the electrodes (Bertrand, Perrin, & Pernier, 1985; Dien, 1998; see Picton et al., 2000) , we referenced all scalp electrodes online to the vertex and then rereferenced them to mathematically linked mastoids. 2 When this type of referencing is utilized, the N170 component tends to diminish in amplitude, and any condition differences are better seen at the VPP (Joyce & Rossion, 2005) .
For the VPP, maximum positive amplitude and the corresponding latency were measured within a window that best captured this component (140-210 msec after stimulus onset). As is illustrated in Table 1 and Figure 3B , the amplitude of the VPP was significantly greater in response to the monkey faces in comparison with the human faces [F(1,13) ϭ 9.79, p Ͻ .01]. The latency response was longer to the monkey than to the human [F(1,13) ϭ 28.03, p Ͻ .001], to the unfamiliar than to the familiar [F(1,13) ϭ 7.17, p Ͻ .05], and to the profile than to the frontally oriented [F(1,13) ϭ 4.59, p Ͻ .05] faces (see Table 1 and Figure 4 ). Monkey faces also elicited a greater amplitude response in the parietal region [F(2,12) ϭ 12.50, p Ͻ .001] in comparison with the frontal and central regions. These differences are not apparent across regions in the human conditions (see Table 2 ). Furthermore, there was a greater VPP amplitude to familiar monkey faces in comparison with familiar human faces in the parietal region [F(2,12) ϭ 6.124, p Ͻ .01; see Table 3 ].
Comparisons of the VPPs revealed no significant amplitude differences across hemispheres. Similar to what is reported above, amplitude main effects of species and orientation were found for hemispheric analyses. A significant species ϫ familiarity ϫ hemisphere [F(1,13) ϭ 6.05, p Ͻ .05] interaction was found for latency measures. This interaction is driven by longer VPP latency to unfamiliar in comparison with familiar monkey faces in the left hemisphere and by a longer latency in the right in comparison with the left hemisphere for familiar monkey faces (see Table 3 ).
VPP and behavior. Regression analyses were conducted to determine whether or not behavioral measures of accuracy and RT predicted the amplitude or latency of the VPP over the central region (where the largest VPP was found across all conditions). To equate for possible differences in task difficulty, only ERP trials in which correct responses were made were included in these analyses. Results indicate that accuracy in the human face task is positively related to the amplitude of the VPP [F(1,13) ϭ 4.92, R 2 ϭ .32, p Ͻ .05]. This effect was not found in the monkey face task (see Figure 5A ). To determine whether this effect was related to the overall poorer performance on the monkey face task in comparison with the human face task, an additional analysis was conducted using accuracy and VPP amplitude to the familiar frontal human and monkey faces only. Although accuracy to the familiar frontal monkey faces was still significantly worse than that to the familiar frontal human faces (see Figure 2 ), accuracy to both was well above a standard deviation of chance. Results of this analysis mirror those of the previous analysis: The accuracy to familiar frontal human faces predicts the amplitude of the VPP response in that higher accuracy is positively related to the amplitude of the VPP [F(1,13) ϭ 8.40, R 2 ϭ .41, p Ͻ .01]. This correlation was not found for the familiar frontal monkey faces (see Figure 5B ). There was no relation between the latency of the VPP and either RT or accuracy. N300. For the N300 component, the average amplitude response within 220-340 msec after stimulus onset was measured from the left and right hemispheres and from central and frontal regions (the parietal region was not included in these analyses because there was not a prominent N300 component in this region). For both comparisons, the unfamiliar faces elicited a greater ERP response than did the familiar faces [left vs. right, F(1,13) ϭ 6.28, p Ͻ .05; central vs. frontal, F(1,13) ϭ 6.96, p Ͻ .05; see Figure 6 , Table 1 ]. In addition, the frontal N300 was significantly larger than the central N300 [F(1,13) ϭ 16.50,
The response of this component was greater over the frontal region in comparison with the central region [F(1,13) ϭ 7.24, p Ͻ .05] for both frontal and profile orientations ( ps Ͻ .05). There was also greater amplitude response to unfamiliar than to familiar faces in the right hemisphere [F(1,13) ϭ 19.25, p Ͻ .01; see Table 2 ]. N300 and behavior. Behavioral measures of accuracy and RT across conditions did not predict the amplitude or latency of the N300 (all ps Ͼ .10).
DISCUSSION
The results of the present study have important implications for the understanding of face processing. The be- havioral results indicate that adults learn and subsequently recognize human faces more readily than monkey faces. More specifically, the participants were good at recognizing both human and monkey familiar (frontal) faces, although they were slightly better at recognizing human faces. This ability seemed to generalize to the same familiar human profile faces, and the participants were also very good at recognizing unfamiliar human frontal and profile faces. However, performance declined and RT increased in the monkey face task. The participants did not appear to generalize from the frontal orientation to the profile orientation for the familiar faces. Furthermore, unfamiliar monkey faces posed a problem regardless of orientation. These results suggest that the participants were able to generalize identity across changes in orientation for human but not for monkey faces.
Although electrophysiological results did not mirror the behavioral results (i.e., there was no evidence of differential generalization across orientations for human and monkey faces), there was evidence of differential processing of monkey and human faces. Electrophysiological results reveal differences between human and monkey faces for the N100 and VPP, familiarity and orientation differences for the VPP, and familiarity effects for the N300.
The N100 is typically associated with direction of attention or attentional processes (Hillyard, 1981) . In the present study, the N100 is larger in amplitude and longer in latency in response to monkey faces in comparison with human faces. These results are consistent with previous research indicating a larger N100 in response to stimuli that require more attention. On the basis of the behavioral results of the present study, the monkey face task tended to be more demanding than the human face task, possibly indicating that more attentional resources were devoted to this task in comparison with the human face-processing task. However, unlike the amplitude and latency for the VPP component, neither measure for the N100 component was correlated with measures of accuracy or RT.
On the basis of previous research, we expected the effects of the VPP to be similar to what has typically been found in studies of the N170 as well as previous studies of the VPP. We found that the VPP component was manipulated by changes in species, orientation, and familiarity. In accordance with previous studies of the specificity of the N170, we found that the monkey faces elicited greater amplitude response and longer latency than did the human faces. The VPP component appears to be much more diffuse in response to monkey faces in comparison with human faces (see Figure 4B) , suggesting greater cortical -100 100 300 500
-100 100 300 500
-100 100 300 500 specificity in response to human faces than monkey faces. In addition, slightly changing the orientation of faces induced latency differences (longer latency to profile faces) similar to those seen when faces are inverted for both the N170 (Rossion et al., 1999; Rossion et al., 2000; Sagiv & Bentin, 2001 ) and the VPP (Jeffreys, 1989) . These results are consistent with what de Haan et al. (2002) report for the N170 in adults; however, we did not find any amplitude differences across changes in orientation. Interestingly, measures of accuracy on this task predicted the amplitude of the VPP component in the human but not the monkey face task. Even when performance was well above a standard deviation of chance (for the familiar frontal monkey condition), the accuracy in the human face task significantly predicted the amplitude of the VPP, whereas there was no relation between accuracy and amplitude in the monkey face condition. Thus, as accuracy increases in the human face task, the amplitude of the VPP also increases. These results are noteworthy for two reasons. First, they link behavioral measures with a specific ERP component-the VPP-further supporting the connection between this component and face processing. Second, these data suggest that learning novel human faces benefits from the extensive experience adults have viewing human faces. However, experience with human faces does not influence the ability to learn monkey faces, despite the similar structures of human and monkey faces. This result supports the notion that the specialization of face processing in humans is specific to the categories of faces that one has experience processing. This relation between experience and VPP amplitude is consistent with a similar correlation between behavior measures of car expertise and the N170 (Gauthier, Curran, Curby, & Collins, 2003) .
However, it is unclear at this point whether or not the relation between accuracy and amplitude is due to expertise; it is possible that these results are confounded by the difficulty of the task, although the lack of significant correlations between behavior and amplitude or latency for the N100 or the N300 suggests that these effects cannot be accounted for simply by task difficulty. This result is, however, consistent with reports that the N170 is larger in amplitude for inverted faces in comparison with upright faces (de Haan et al., 2002) and with a recent report suggesting that the N170 is larger for other-race in comparison with same-race faces (Ito & Urland, 2005) . Important next steps will be to train participants to recognize monkey faces at the same level of performance as human faces and to examine the electrophysiological differences before, during, and after training. If expertise accounts for this relation, we would predict that one would find (1) a correlation similar to what we found with human faces after training was complete and (2) an increase in the strength of this correlation across time or training intervals. An alternative hypothesis is that, although equating levels of performance across human and monkey faces would lead to no amplitude or latency differences in some ERP components, other components would continue to differ across species. The latter finding would suggest that certain elements of face processing are fundamentally different when one is examining human versus monkey faces, regardless of the facility with which these faces are processed. Unlike previous studies, the present study found latency differences for the VPP between familiar and unfamiliar faces in that the VPP peaked earlier for the former than for the latter. The N170 is typically insensitive to changes in familiarity (Bentin & Deouell, 2000; Carmel & Bentin, 2002) . However, in the vast majority of studies of the role of familiarity, participants were not familiarized to new faces; instead, highly familiar faces (such as faces of famous people or of friends and family) were used. Recent f MRI work suggests that recognizing highly familiar faces may recruit a different network of structures than does recognizing newly learned faces. More specifically, recognition of highly familiar faces was associated with more widespread activation than was the recognition of newly learned faces (Leveroni et al., 2000) . The results of this study suggest that level of familiarity in newly learned (and task-relevant) faces may play an important role in the structural encoding of faces and thus shows up earlier than is typically found when highly familiar faces are used. Effects of familiarity were also found for the N100 component, further suggesting that the familiarity of newly learned faces may be taken into account during the very early stages of face processing. As an alternative, these effects could also be explained by the task-specific demands that were placed on the participants. For example, because the participants were required to indicate whether the current face was the same as or different from the two familiar faces, it is possible that it is this task-specific information, and not the level of familiarity, that is affecting these early components.
A negative component occurring around 300 msec after stimulus onset was found to be most sensitive to A B changes in level of familiarity across species. Across the frontal and central regions of the scalp, unfamiliar faces elicited a greater amplitude response than did familiar faces. In addition, the right hemisphere, but not the left hemisphere, differentiates unfamiliar from familiar faces (see Figure 6 ). Although these results are consistent with previous reports suggesting that an N300-like component may be modulated by familiarity, the direction of these effects is opposite of what has previously been found. Typically, an N400 analogue to faces is greater in response to famous faces than in response to unfamiliar faces (Bentin & Deouell, 2000; Eimer, 2000) . However, the frontal N400 (or FN400) component is typically greater to new stimuli in comparison with old stimuli in study-test designs with words and pictures (see, e.g., Curran, 2000; Curran & Cleary, 2003) . The design of the present investigation was more similar to the study-test designs used in previous FN400 studies than to the famous/ nonfamous designs used in studies in which a more parietal N400 was found. Thus, the frontal distribution of the N300 and the larger amplitude response to unfamiliar in comparison with familiar faces suggest that recognition of newly learned faces elicits a different pattern of neural activity than does recognition of famous or previously familiar faces. Future investigations should explore the different levels and kinds of face familiarity and their effects on the components reported on above.
To summarize, the results of the present study indicate electrophysiological differences across changes in species, orientation, and familiarity. Furthermore, the electrophysiological data converge with the behavioral findings in a number of ways, supporting the hypothesis that previous experience with certain categories of faces influences the specificity of the face processing system. Importantly, human face experience does not aid in the recognition of other categories of faces.
